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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

Claims 1-4, 7, 8, and 10 have been amended. Claims 12-39 are cancelled. Claims 1-11 
are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed 3/25/2008, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) 1-11 under 35 USC section 102 have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
ground(s) of rejection is made in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 
2002/0023136 by Silver et al. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention w as patented or described in a primed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claim 1-3 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Application Publication Number 2002/0023136 by Silver et al. 

As to claim 1 , Silver teaches a method of managing email messages in an email account, 
the method comprising: displaying to a user a first open email message on a display screen of a 
device (paragraph 73, the message to be sent); while displaying the first open email message 
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to the user, detecting an intent of the user to perform an action that results in closing the first 
open email message (paragraph 73, the prompt occurs after the user sends the email. 
Sending results in closing.); presenting the user, in automatic response to detecting the intent of 
the user to perform an action that results in closing the first email message, a plurality of deletion 
options from which the user selects one deletion option before the action can be completed 
(paragraph 73, the prompt for saving or not saving is considered deletion options. In other 
words there are two deletion options: to delete or not to delete); receiving from the user a 
selection of one of the deletion options (paragraph 73); and in automatic response to receiving 
the selection from the user, completing the action that results in closing the first email message 
and setting a deletion criterion for a particular email message based on the selected deletion 
option (paragraph 73, the message is either saved or not saved). 

As to claim 2, Silver teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the particular email message 
for which the deletion criterion is set is the first email message and the action is to close the 
email message (paragraph 73). 

As to claim 3, Silver teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the action is to send the first 
email message to another email user and the particular email message for which the deletion 
criterion is set is s copy of the sent first email message (paragraph 73). 

As to claim 9, Silver teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising defining by the 
user each deletion option to be presented (paragraph 73, the user can change the 
configuration file to change the delete options). 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Application Publication Number 2002/0023 136 by Silver et al. in view of UK Patent Application 
GB 2,350,71 1 by Yaker (Part of IDS filed on 4/19/2004). 

As to claim 4, Silver teaches the method of claim 1; however Silver does not explicitly 
teach setting the deletion of the email to an occurrence of a scheduled item. 

Yaker teaches associating the deletion of an email message with an occurrence of a 
scheduled item (page 2, lines 20-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Electronic Messaging art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Silver regarding the provision of deletion 
options when closing an email with the teachings of Yaker regarding the provision of scheduled 
deletion options because scheduling deletions removes data that may otherwise never get deleted 
(Yaker, page 1, lines 19-23). 

As to claim 5, Yaker teaches the scheduled item being an appointment in a calendar or a 
task in a task list (page 2, lines 20-21, the applicant's disclosure provides no limiting definition of 
the claimed "appointment" or "task" so therefore the date taught by Yaker is considered both an 
appointment and a task). 

As to claim 7, it is rejected for the same rationale as claim 4. 
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Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Application Publication Number 2002/0023136 by Silver et al. in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication Number 2002/0090933 by Rousse et al. 

As to claim 8, Silver teaches the method of claim 1; however Silver does not explicitly 
teach prompting a user for confirmation before deleting an email. 

Rousse teaches a method of prompting a user for confirmation before deleting an email 
(paragraph 70). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Silver regarding the management of deletions 
with Rousse regarding the prompting for confirmation of deletions because prompting provides 
an additional layer of data protection and combining the two references would not require any 
modification of either references and would produce a predictable result is combined. 

As to claim 10, Silver teaches the method of claim 1; however Silver does not explicitly 
teach displaying a mailbox view listing a plurality of email messages and providing a deletion 
indicator for each email message in the mailbox view marked for deletion. 

Rousse teaches a method of displaying a mailbox view listing a plurality of email 
messages and providing a deletion indicator for each email message in the mailbox view marked 
for deletion (In Figure 6, the trash box is considered an indicator of messages marked for 
deletion). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Silver regarding the management of deletions 
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with Rousse regarding trash because trash is a common destination for emails that are not saved 
including those taught by Silver. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 1 1 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art was not found to teach or suggest an indicator for an email message to display 
deletion criterion associated with that email message in the context of the applicant's claims 1 
and 10. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOUGLAS B. BLAIR whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3893. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-5 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Douglas B Blair/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2142 
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